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Abstract 
The aim of this paper is to identify the novel metaphors that occur within the 
collocates of the Greek lexical units σπλαίσζεκα „emotion‟ and αίσζεκα „feeling‟ and 
examine their relevance in expressing subjects‟ emotional experiences. The corpus-
based qualitative and quantitative investigation makes implications regarding not only 
the distinction of novel and conventional metaphors, but also the different status of 
novel and creatively used metaphorical expressions and the relevance of the latter 
aspect in reflecting the communicative function of metaphor.  
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1 Introduction 
 
The aim of this paper is to explore the role of novel and conventional metaphors that 
occur within the collocates of the Greek lexical units σπλαίσζεκα „emotion‟ and 
αίσζεκα „feeling‟ when these words appear in emotive talk (Bednarek 2008). The 
metaphors examined in this paper are drawn from a corpus-based research 
(Tsapakidou 2015) that mainly addresses the issue of whether novel and conventional 
metaphors actually do have a different role when it comes to emotion and of the 
characteristics of creative use (Semino 2010; Steen 2008). In particular, the paper 
seeks to explore if novelty is decisive of creativity in usage. Furthermore, the alleged 
interchangeability of the two words will be questioned based on the differentiated 
communicative role of their metaphors within emotive talk. 
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The term emotive talk refers to every instance of spoken or written text where 
language performs the expression of emotional experience (Bednarek 2008; 
Grondelaers & Geeraerts 1998). The big accumulation of metaphorical expressions in 
emotive talk (Cameron 2003, 2008) is considered to be linked to their expressive 
function, namely, its quality of not just describing but also expressing emotional 
experience (Foolen 2012; Theodoropoulou 2012). Psycholinguistic research suggests 
that some uses of metaphor may facilitate some form of internal embodied simulation 
of emotional experiences on the part of recipients, which may in turn provide the basis 
for an empathic response (Semino 2010; Barsalou 2008).These assumptions raise the 
question of how different metaphorical descriptions differ in terms of the nature and 
intensity of the response they may facilitate (Semino 2010). Semino (2010) 
specifically suggests that this relies on the degree of conventionality of the 
metaphorical use in relation to emotional experiences, and the richness of local 
metaphorical patterns. This research aims to provide evidence to support this claim.  
 
 
2 Novelty and conventionality and the communicative role of metaphor 
 
Within Cognitive Linguistics, Conceptual Metaphor Theory‟s main assumption is that 
metaphor is not a matter of language but of thought. Metaphor is a cross-domain 
mapping in the conceptual system which maps specific source-domains to less 
specific or abstract target-domains (Lakoff 1993; Lakoff & Johnson 1980). In western 
culture, for instance, time is conceptualized as money, as is depicted in the mapping 
TIME IS MONEY, and therefore we talk about time as if it is valuable, not worth 
wasting etc. So metaphorical expressions in language are realizations of metaphor as 
part of conceptual structure (Lakoff 1993: 203).  
Now, TIME IS MONEY is a very conventional mapping but there can exist less 
conventional or even novel metaphors: the distinction depicts how deeply entrenched 
or established a metaphor is in everyday use by ordinary people for everyday purposes 
(Kövesces 2010). Since there are both conceptual metaphors and their corresponding 
linguistic expressions, the issue of conventionality concerns both conceptual 
metaphors and their linguistic manifestations. 
In a series of studies Gentner and Bowdle (2001, 2008) suggest that the degree 
of conventionality of metaphorical expressions affects the way in which they are 
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processed. The relevant Career of Metaphor Theory (Bowdle & Gentner 2005) 
indicates that metaphor requires different mental processes when it is novel (at the 
beginning of its career) –where it is processed via comparison– than when it is 
conventional (in the middle) and when it is dead (at the end) –and processed via 
categorization. In line with these assumptions, Steen (2008, 2013) distinguishes 
between deliberate metaphors, which are processed via comparison, and non-
deliberate metaphors, which are not, a distinction that mainly emphasizes the 
communicative role of metaphor. Deliberate uses of metaphors involve specifically 
chosen linguistic expressions that aim to shift the recipient‟s attention as regards the 
dominant target domain of the discourse and look at it from an alien source-domain 
(Steen 2008, 2009). Non-deliberate metaphors, in contrast, tend to be common and/or 
conventional, and do not involve conscious metaphorical cognition (Steen 2013).  
However, both Gentner and Bowdle and Steen point out that the processing of 
metaphorical expressions, as long as their subsequent communicative function, are 
significantly affected by the textual context. Steen (2011), in particular, recognizes 
that the use of conventional metaphorical expressions may be described as deliberate 
when plenty of words from the same source domain are used within the same context 
and that rare linguistic realizations of source-domains are able to “revitalize” the 
processing of the domain (Müller 2008). Thus, novelty seems to suggest some degree 
of awareness of choosing a specific source-domain to talk about a target domain and 
is therefore related to deliberateness. But conventional metaphors are not identical to 
non-deliberate metaphors and also some metaphors may be conceptually conventional 
but linguistically novel, and this is when we have a creatively used metaphor (Steen 
2011; Semino 2010, 2008; Kövesces 2010). In consistency with these claims, Semino 
(2010) suggests that creativity is one of “the most relevant characteristics of 
metaphorical descriptions‟‟ along with “their level of detail, and textual complexity”. 
In this respect, creativity mainly depends on the basic and the metaphorical meaning 
of the lexical units and its –systematic or not– link with the target-domain (Semino 
2010).  
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3 Methodology 
 
Based on the above assumptions, a major goal of the investigation was to identify the 
interplay of novel and conventional metaphors of σπλαίσζεκα and αίσζεκα and to 
determine their communicative function. The results presented come from a corpus-
based research, which involved the construction of a corpus of written natural 
discourse, including 200 written sentences –100 for each word– drawn from a psy-
forum of on-line communication. From those, 217 collocates for σπλαίσζεκα were 
extracted and investigated and 185 collocates for αίσζεκα. In line with the bottom-up 
perspectives of corpus-based analysis, it was the data itself that defined the criteria of 
analysis (Deignan 2008; Geeraerts 2006; Stefanowitch 2006). Thus, in order to come 
up with the metaphorical mappings of the two words we adopted an inductive 
approach: we did not set out a list of predetermined metaphors but, on the contrary, 
we attempted to classify all the metaphorical collocates of the two words we collected 
in an independent linguistic metaphor identification procedure and to re-construct a 
set of cross-domain mappings in the basis of groupings of linguistic cases (Steen et al. 
2010a & b).  
The Metaphor Identification Procedure (MIPVU, Steen et al. 2010a) we used is 
a method that identifies linguistic metaphor and is not preoccupied with conceptual 
level cross-domain mappings. It is a lexical-semantic approach that investigates 
lexical entries in dictionaries and identifies metaphorical meanings/uses based on the 
existence of a contrast between the contextual meaning of a word and its basic 
meaning which shows up in other contexts.  
 
 
4 Results 
 
Following a corpus-based approach we adopted a qualitative and a quantitative 
procedure (Deignan 2008) in order to classify our data with respect to the conceptual 
mappings the metaphorical collocates of the two words represent, and to the level of 
each mapping‟s conventionality. Initially, the separation of the metaphorical and the 
non-metaphorical collocates of the words actually established that the vast majority 
(63%) of the collocates of σπλαίσζεκα were metaphorical, as opposed to only 32% of 
the collocates of αίσζεκα. Within the Qualitative Analysis, the classification of the 
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linguistic metaphors into broad generic-level mappings was followed by a further 
subdivision into more specific-level metaphors (Kövesces 2010). Tables 1 and 2 show 
this classification: the generic-level mappings appear on the left side and the specific-
level ones on the right.  
 
SINESTHIMA IS  
1. OBJECT a) MEASURABLE ENTITY 
b) POSSESSION / PROPOERTY 
c) WEIGHT / A HEAVY OBJECT 
d) OBJECT WE WORSHIP 
e) PHYSICAL OBJECT 
f) VALUABLE OBJECT 
g) FOOD 
2. FORCE a) ENEMY / ANTAGONIST / ATTACKER 
b) SUPERIOR ENTITY 
c) INFERIOR ENTITY 
d) DOMINANT ENTITY 
e) PHYSICAL FORCE 
f) FEROCIOUS ANIMAL / BEAST 
g) ILLNESS 
h) TORMENTOR / TORTURER 
i) HARMFUL ENTITY 
3. LIVING ENTITY a) ENTITY WITH HUMAN PHYSICAL 
FEATURES 
b) A LOVE PARTNER 
c) MOVING ENTITY 
d) INTERACTING ENTITY 
4.SUBSTANCE IN A CONTAINER  SUBSTANCE IN A CONTAINER 
5. PHYSICAL PHENOMENON PHYSICAL PHENOMENON 
6. CONTAINER CONTAINER 
7. REASON/LOGIC REASON/LOGIC 
Table 1. Metaphorical mappings of „ζπλαίζζεκα‟ 
 
ESTHIMA IS  
1. OBJECT a) MEASURABLE ENTITY 
b) POSSESSION / PROPERTY 
c) PHYSICAL OBJECT 
2. FORCE a) ENEMY / ANTAGONIST 
b) SUPERIOR ENTITY 
c) INFERIOR ENTITY 
d) DOMINANT ENTITY 
e) BENEFICIAL ENTITY 
3. LIVING ENTITY  a) ENTITY WITH HUMAN PHYSICAL FEATURES 
b) MOVING ENTITY 
c) PLANT 
d) INTERACTING ENTITY 
4.SUBSTANCE IN A 
CONTAINER  
SUBSTANCE IN A CONTAINER 
Table 2. Metaphorical mappings of „αίζζεκα‟ 
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Thus, what these Tables indicate is that the metaphorization of the two concepts is 
largely realized through the same generic-level mappings, while some slight 
differentiations occur at the specific-level. Accordingly, although it is quite obvious 
that at both levels metaphors of σπλαίσζεκα are much more varied, our first 
impression would still be that the two concepts are conceptually perceived similarly 
and that the interchangeability of the two words in use is inconsequential.  
Proceeding to the Quantification Analysis, Tables 3 and 4 show the five 
quantitative indicators (Oster 2010, 2012) we took account of, namely, 1) the 
Absolute Subtype of Frequency (ASF) of a particular domain, i.e. how many times a 
specific domain metaphorizes the two concepts, 2) the corresponding Percentage of a 
domain‟s frequency, 3) the Number of Different Expressions (NDE) that are a 
realization of a certain metaphor –for example there are seven different expressions 
for the metaphor ΣΥΝΑΙΣΘΗΜΑ IS AN ENEMY/ATTACKER: kill, fight, resist, suffocate, 
blind, rob, attack–, 4) the Productivity Index and 5) the Creativity Ratio of the 
mappings. Specifying those last two parameters was considered essential regarding 
the overall determination of the conventionality of the underlying metaphors, which 
was the result of the joint detection of each metaphor‟s frequency (ASF) and NDE 
(Oster 2010). For that matter, it was noticed that certain domains had a very high 
frequency whereas the lexical units inside them were very few: for example, the 
percentage of the domain POSSESSION within the metaphors of αίσζεκα is high but 
this domain is lexically largely realized with one word: the verb έρσ „to have‟. 
Therefore, combining ASF and NDE
1
, PI yields very high values for items that score 
high both on ASF and NDE, while CR is indicative of how creatively a metaphor is 
used because the higher the NDE for a metaphor with respect to its overall frequency, 
the higher the ratio will be (Oster 2010).  
  
                                                          
1
 PI is defined as the product of ASF and NDE, whereas CR is the ratio between the two parameters: PI 
= (ASF÷𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙𝐴𝑆𝐹)∗(NDE÷𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑁𝐷𝐸), CR = (𝑁𝐷𝐸÷𝐴𝑆𝐹)÷(∅𝑁𝐷𝐸÷∅𝐴𝑆𝐹) (Oster 2010).  
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 ‘SINESTHIMA’ IS  ASF % ND
E 
PI CR 
O 
B 
J 
E 
C 
T 
a) MEASURABLE ENTITY 
b) POSSESSION 
c) WEIGHT  
d) OBJECT WE WORSHIP 
e) PHYSICAL OBJECT 
f) VALUABLE OBJECT 
a) FOOD 
9 
13 
5 
1 
13 
1 
1 
5.8% 
9.5% 
3.6% 
0.7% 
9.5% 
0.7% 
0.7% 
4 
7 
5 
1 
12 
1 
1 
21.11 
60.42 
16.38 
0.63 
103.4 
0.63 
0.63 
0.4 
0.42 
0.8 
0.8 
0.72 
0.8 
0.8 
 TOTAL 43 31% 32 203.83 5.54 
F 
O 
R 
C 
E 
a) ENEMY 
b) SUPERIOR ENTITY 
c) INFERIOR ENTITY 
d) DOMINANT ENTITY 
e) PHYSICAL FORCE 
f) FEROCIOUS ANIMAL 
g) ILLNESS 
h) TORMENTOR 
i) HARMFUL ENTITY 
7 
13 
6 
12 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
5.1% 
9.6% 
4.4% 
8.0% 
1.5% 
2.2% 
0.7% 
0.7% 
0.7% 
6 
8 
6 
5 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
7.9 
117 
24 
36.4 
2.73 
6 
0.63 
0.63 
0.63 
0.6 
0.4 
0.8 
0.36 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
 TOTAL 48 35.29% 36 199.31 7.76 
L 
I 
N 
G 
a) ENTITY WITH HUMAN 
PHYSICAL FEATURES 
b) A LOVE PARTNER 
c) MOVING ENTITY 
d) INTERACTING ENTITY 
13 
1 
1 
9 
9.5% 
0.7% 
0.7% 
6.6% 
11 
1 
1 
8 
95 
0.63 
0.63 
48 
0.7 
0.8 
0.8 
0.7 
 TOTAL 27 20.59% 24 147.57 4.6 
S 
C 
  
7 
 
5.15% 
 
7 
 
54 
 
0.8 
 TOTAL 7 5.15% 7 54 0.8 
P 
P 
  
2 
 
1.47% 
 
2 
 
2.73 
 
0.8 
 TOTAL 2 1.47% 2 2.73 0.8 
C  2 1.47% 2 2.73 0.8 
 TOTAL 2 1.47% 2 2.73 0.8 
L/
R 
 2 1.47% 2 2.73 0.8 
 TOTAL 2 1.47% 2 2.73 0.8 
TOTAL 137 100% 110 613 21.9 
Table 3. Quantifying indicators of metaphors of „ζπλαίζζεκα‟ 
 
 ‘ESTHIMA’ IS ASF % ND PI CR 
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E 
O
B
J 
a) MEASURABLE ENTITY 
b) POSSESSION  
c) PHYSICAL OBJECT 
9 
18 
10 
13.2% 
26.5% 
14,7% 
4 
5 
5 
142 
358 
198 
0.8 
0.5 
0.9 
 TOTAL 37 54.4% 14 698 2.2 
F 
O 
R 
C 
E 
a) ENEMY 
b) SUPERIOR ENTITY 
c) INFERIOR ENTITY 
d) DOMINANT ENTITY 
e) BENEFICIAL ENTITY 
2 
5 
5 
1 
2.9% 
7.4% 
7.4% 
1.5% 
2 
5 
2 
1 
15.7 
99 
99 
4 
1.8 
1.8 
0.7 
1.8 
 TOTAL 15 22.1% 11 225.7 9.7 
LI
V  
E
N
T 
a) ENTITY WITH HUMAN 
PHYSICAL FEATURES 
b) MOVING ENTITY 
c) PLANT 
d) INTERACTING ENTITY 
3 
7 
1 
2 
4.4% 
10.3% 
1.5% 
2.9% 
2 
5 
1 
2 
23.8 
139 
4 
15.7 
1.3 
1.3 
1.8 
1.8 
  13 19.1% 10 182.5 6.2 
 SUBSTANCE IN A CONTAINER 3 4.4% 3 35.7 1.8 
 TOTAL 3 4.4% 3 35.7 1.8 
 TOTAL 68 100% 37 1141.9 19.9 
Table 4. Quantifying indicators of metaphors of „αίζζεκα‟ 
 
Looking at PI and CR we can locate every metaphor of both σπλαίσζεκα and αίσζεκα 
on a continuum from the most conventional to the most creative (Oster 2010). Table 5 
suggests that each continuum can be roughly subdivided into three possible categories 
between which there are no clear boundaries. The first category contains highly 
conventional metaphors; here CR is very low and PI is high. Thus, these metaphors 
present high frequencies and a small number of different expressions that are highly 
conventionalized and fixed, which means that certain metaphors occur very 
frequently, though with the same expressions. The second category contains 
creatively used metaphors that have a relatively high NDE combined with a medium 
to low frequency. The higher the CR the more creatively a metaphor is used. This 
does not mean that individual linguistic metaphors have to be unusual or novel, but 
rather that the conventional conceptual metaphor is exploited in a creative way in 
language use: expressions here draw from conventionalized domains which are 
nevertheless innovatively exploited, having a lot of different lexical items inside them. 
The third and last category contains rare metaphors. So here we can find rather 
uncommon metaphors which are characterized by a high CR and low PI due to a 
combination of very low frequencies and very small NDE. These metaphors are much 
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closer to be considered novel and here is where we can actually place the majority of 
metaphors of both concepts.  
 
 ΣΥΝΑΙΣΘΗΜΑ ΑΙΣΘΗΜΑ 
Highly conventional 
(high frequency – small 
NDE) 
SUPERIOR 
POSSESSION 
DOMINANT 
POSSESSION, PHYSICAL 
OBJECT, SUPERIOR, 
MEASURABLE ENTITY, 
MOVING ENTITY. 
Creatively used 
(low frequency, 
relatively high NDE) 
PHYSICAL OBJECT, 
SUBSTANCE IN A 
CONTAINER, MOVING 
ENTITY, ENTITY WITH 
HUMAN PHYSICAL 
FEATURES, INFERIOR, 
MEASURABLE ENTITY, 
WEIGHT, ENEMY, 
FEROCIOUS ANIMAL. 
SUBSTANCE IN A 
CONTAINER, 
ENTITY WITH HUMAN 
PHYSICAL FEATURES. 
Rare 
(infrequent metaphors: 
ABS very low, very 
small NDE) 
PHYSICAL FORCE, 
INTERACTING PERSON, 
CONTAINER, OBJECT OF 
WORSHIP, VALUABLE 
OBJECT, FOOD, ILLNESS, 
TORMENTOR, HARMFUL 
ENTITY, LOVE PARTNER, 
LIVING ENTITY. 
ENEMY, INTERACTING 
PERSON, INFERIOR, 
DOMINANT, BENEFICIAL 
ENTITY, PLANT. 
Table 5. Conventionality continuum of metaphors 
 
According to this classification, a first remark would be that almost all of the 
conceptual mappings for both σπλαίσζεκα and αίσζεκα can be considered rare 
because most of them have a really low PI. Even so, an important difference holds, 
since within the metaphors of σπλαίσζεκα very few mappings can be considered 
conventional, whereas αίσζεκα has a lot of conventional metaphors and very few 
within the middle category. More crucially though, what seems obvious is that 
novelty is a self-evident aspect for those domains containing just one or two words 
and seems to only be relevant when we have a rather lexically numerous domain. 
Therefore, our data reveals that novelty is a rather relative category. Creativity seems 
to be a more appropriate classification criterion, as opposed to novelty which can 
rarely be detected objectively (Semino 2010).  
But the question still remains: which metaphoric uses can adequately be 
considered creative? And is novelty actually decisive of creativity? And even if it is, 
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is it the case that rare/novel metaphors are the only occasions of creativity? Are those 
expressions more creative than expressions coming from more conventional domains? 
 
 
5 Creatively used metaphors 
 
With the above questions in mind, in this section creativity is ascribed to expressions 
depending on more features than conceptual conventionality alone, in consistency 
with the aforementioned claims of Semino (2010) and Deignan et al. (2013), 
according to which creativity is largely associated with the basic meanings of the 
relevant metaphorical expressions, the degree of conventionality of their metaphorical 
use in relation to the metaphorized experience, and the level of detail of the local 
metaphorical patterns. Therefore, creativity is detected below based on two factors: 1) 
the level of conventionalization of the use, which in turn depends equally on a) the 
conventionality of the conceptual domain and, more significantly, on b) the 
linguistic/semantic features of the expression, and 2) the broader context or scenario 
the expressions belong to. 
In this respect, we found it beneficial to take into consideration the semantic 
features of a particular word, instead of just defining the conventionalization of the 
domain it belongs to. Therefore, MIPVU was proven very useful because applying it 
we could easily detect whether the meaning of a lexical unit is regularly and 
systematically related to the field of emotions. And, when a metaphorical expression‟s 
contextual meaning is an entry in a dictionary where it is specifically described as 
referring to emotions, this use is considered highly conventional and certainly not 
creative (Semino 2010; Steen 2011). We thus detected the extent to which the specific 
words inside conceptual domains have to do with emotion. When the meaning of a 
metaphorical expression was found to be related to emotions it was identified as a 
„dead metaphor‟ (Gentner & Bowdle 2008) –that is that in all probability this meaning 
is so conventionalized that it should also be the first to come to mind (Giora 2003). 
But we did also often come across expressions that belong to a very conventional 
conceptual domain (regarding our previous quantitative analysis) but their contextual 
meaning is not exclusive to emotions, a use that was considered much more creative 
and, as of the Career of Metaphor model, less conventional. 
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So, placing conventionality in the level of language use, we identified the 
different degree of creativity of whole sentences and put them in a continuum. 
 
5.1 Creativity in metaphorical collocations of ‘συναίσθημα’ 
The next examples are indicative of the creativity continuum of the metaphors of 
σπλαίσζεκα. 
 
(1) a. Από ηόηε έβαια κπαιό θαη δε θάλσ απεξίζθεπηεο θαη αςπρνιόγεηεο θηλήζεηο. 
Πνύ θαη πνύ κε πηάλεη έλα ζπλαίζζεκα πόλνπ θαη ζιίςεο. 
 b. Since then I have become reasonable and not made thoughtless and 
unjustifiable moves. Sometimes an emotion of pain grasps me.  
 
(2) a. Η παξόξκεζή κνπ είλαη ηέηνηα πνπ κε τπυιώλεη ην ζπλαίζζεκα θαη ην κόλν 
πνπ επηθξατεί είλαη έλα ζησπειό κέλνο ελαληίνλ θαηαζηάζεσλ θαη αλζξώπσλ 
πνπ αγαπώ.  
 b. My impulse is such that the emotion blinds me and there‟s only one 
dominating thing, a silent rage against situations and people I love. 
 
So, what should be mentioned is that examples (1) and (2) are the only two where 
metaphorical collocations of σπλαίσζεκα are considered conventional and thus non-
deliberate. And this is because, in (1) the contextual meaning of the Greek verb πηάλεη 
„to grasp‟ is („3rd person) „being occupied by something, […] feel‟ (Λεμηθό ηεο 
Κνηλήο Νενειιεληθήο –henceforth ΛΚΝ– 1998), indicating an expression 
systematically linked with emotions, also appearing in a rather poor metaphorical 
scenario. In (2), although the contextual meaning of the verb τπυιώλεη „to blind‟ is 
„for an intense feeling that prevents someone of thinking reasonably‟ (ΛΚΝ 1998) and 
considered equally conventional, its use should be seen as somewhat more creative, as 
long as the verb co-occurs with θπξηαξρεί „dominating‟, an expression coming from 
the same domain of „force‟, forming a richer metaphorical scenario (Semino 2010).  
 
(3) a. Με σθντώλεη απηό ην ζπλαίζζεκα καπξίιαο. 
 b. This dark emotion kills me. 
 
Novel metaphors in emotive talk 
459 
(4) a. Γελ πεξίκελα πνηέ όηη ζα βίσλα έλα ηόζν τξνκαθτηθό ζπλαίζζεκα, αιιά λα 
πνπ ήξζε, θαη δελ τν παιεύσ θαζόινπ θαιά. 
 b. I never expected that I would experience such a terrifying emotion, but there it 
was, and I cannot it fight it at all. 
 
More imaginative examples (3) and (4) contain linguistic metaphors that, though 
conventionalized, they don‟t have to do with emotions exclusively. It is quite obvious 
that although both the meanings of σθντώλεη „to kill‟ („to cause a deep sorrow, to 
psychologically torture someone‟, ΛΚΝ 1998) and παιεύεη „to fight‟ („to battle 
against someone, to struggle desperately against opponents or adverse circumstances‟, 
ΛΚΝ 1998) are conventional, they are not solely referring to emotional experience. 
So their choice from a rather conventional source-domain is definitely considered 
more creative than the use in the previous examples.  
 
(5) a. Αιιά ην πξόβιεκα κνπ είλαη όηη ην ζπλαίζζεκα κπινθάξεη ηε ινγηθή, δελ ηελ 
αυήλεη λα πεξάζεη ή αιιηώο λα ζην πσ ε υσλή ηεο ινγηθήο ςηζπξίδεη θ ην 
ζπλαίζζεκα νπξιηάδεη. Τν δύζθνιν είλαη λα ηνπ αλτησταζείο.  
 b. My problem is that emotion blocks reason and does not let it go first. Or to put 
it differently, reason‟s voice is whispering while emotion is screaming. And 
the hard thing is to resist to it. 
 
(6) a. Τα ζπλαηζζήκαηα θπκατίδνπλ, ραξά, ιύπε, επηπρία, απνγνήηεπζε, πόλνο, 
ειπίδα. Πεγαηλνέξρνλταη ρσξίο θαλέλα λα δηαξθεί.  
 b. Emotions wave: joy, sorrow, happiness, disappointment, pain, hope. They 
come and go and none of them lasts. 
 
(7) a. Τν ζπλαίζζεκα απηό δνπιεύεη θάπσο αλεμάξηεηα από ηε ινγηθή. Μπνξεί 
θάπνηεο θνξέο λα βγάδνπλ θαη δηαθνξεηηθά ζπκπεξάζκαηα. Σπκβαίλεη θάπνηεο 
θνξέο ην ζπλαίζζεκα κνπ λα θαταιαβαίλεη θάηη πνπ ε ινγηθή κνπ δελ ην έρεη 
θαηαιάβεη.  
 b. This emotion works somewhat independently from reason. Sometimes they 
even come up with different conclusions. Sometimes my emotion understands 
things that my logic sense cannot understand. 
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Unlike the sentences so far though, most of the metaphorical collocations of 
σπλαίσζεκα seem to present an inventive exploration of source-domains, combined 
with the construction of rich metaphorical scenarios. Those are examples that indicate 
an intended, deliberate use. In (5) σπλαίσζεκα is personified and the verbs that 
metaphorize it are realizations of the same source-domain („superior‟), resulting in an 
inspired scenario and/or deliberate use. Their contextual meaning is of course 
conventional and can be found in dictionaries but does not only refer to emotions. 
What makes example (6) different is the use of two unusual –or rather novel– 
metaphorical expressions. The verb θπκατίδνπλ „to wave‟ here can be interpreted as 
„to take turns, to appear for a short amount of time and disappear again to make room 
for something similar which will also be temporary‟, while πεγαηλνέξρνλταη „to come 
and go‟ has almost the same meaning. Those two meanings do not exist in dictionaries 
so their use should be considered way creative and deliberate. Therefore, although 
they belong to a rather conventional source-domain, that of „moving entity‟, it is the 
specific choice of those particular words that leads to the innovative exploitation of 
those domains‟ content and to its possible revitalization (Müller 2008) through the use 
of rare metaphorical meanings. So here we can see that the conventionality of 
domains does not entail lack of creativity and a non-deliberate use. As was mentioned, 
the majority of metaphors in emotive talk belong to a conventional domain while at 
the same time reveal a great amount of creativity. Last, in example (7) novelty or 
creativity do not only have to do with the contextual/metaphorical meaning of the 
expressions come up with different conclusions and understands. Here the 
personification of σπλαίσζεκα identifies it as reason. The mapping EMOTION IS 
REASON is a novel mapping –at least in our data. This is what can lead to a deliberate 
use of the expressions which quite possibly tend to make the hearer conceive the 
concept „ζπλαίζζεκα‟ from a totally different view (Steen 2008: 56). 
 
5.2 Creativity in metaphorical collocations of ‘αίσθημα’ 
Unlike the use of the metaphors of σπλαίσζεκα, the majority of metaphorical 
collocates of αίσζεκα are found to be rather conventional and their use cannot be 
considered creative or deliberate. 
 
(8) a. Δπίζεο λα αλαθέξσ όηη αξθεηέο θνξέο έρσ έλα αίζζεκα όηη ό,ηη γίλεηαη γύξσ 
κνπ θαίλεηαη ςεύηηθν ζαλ ηαηλία. 
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 b. Sometimes I have a feeling that everything happening around me seems fake 
just like a movie. 
 
(9) a. Βέβαηα όινη καο ιίγν πνιύ έρνπκε ην αίζζεκα ηεο εθδίθεζεο ην νπνίν 
πξνζπαζεί λα τξαβήμεη τελ πξνσνρή καο, κε ζθνπό θπζηθά λα εθδεισζεί. 
 b. Of course we all have the feeling of revenge that tries to get our attention, in 
order of course to come out. 
 
Arguably, the most collocates we identified as metaphorical include extremely 
conventionalized expressions, mainly with the verb έρσ „to have‟, as in (8), where the 
definition of έρσ is „with object denoting emotion, psychological state or feeling […] 
a synonym of the same root verb‟ (ΛΚΝ 1998). Finally, examples like (9) are 
different from (8) because the meaning of the two last metaphorical expressions is not 
exclusive to emotions. Therefore, their use can be considered slightly more creative. 
Nevertheless, both (8) and (9) do not belong to a broader metaphorical scenario. More 
importantly, from the 68 metaphorical collocates we detected for αίσζεκα none was 
placed inside a wide metaphorical pattern with obvious communicative functions 
related to the expression of emotion. Instead they appear in rather poor contexts.  
 
 
6 Conclusions 
 
In the previous sections we adopted a two-dimensional approach in order to come up 
with the novel and, more importantly, the creatively used metaphors of σπλαίσζεκα 
and αίσζεκα. Firstly, Quantification Analysis pointed out which conceptual mappings 
can be considered rare while the following exploration of conventionalized 
expressions in use, with a specific focus on the words‟ meanings (Semino 2010; Steen 
2011), pointed out which precise lexical items of each domain are used creatively and 
in which circumstances. This classification was proven much more valid for the needs 
of our analysis than the absolute distinction between conventionality and novelty, 
proving that conventionality should not be thought of as lack of creativity or non-
deliberateness. It was suggested that creativity is first and foremost based in usage 
(Deignan et al. 2013) and the co-occurrence of unusual linguistic expressions that 
revitalize (Müller 2008) already existent source-domains –by revitalizing a 
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metaphorical processing through comparison– and is not so much depended on the 
construction of new ones.  
As of our previous impression, namely that based on their common generic-
level mappings the words σπλαίσζεκα and αίσζεκα should be easily and 
inconsequentially interchangeable, it now seems to be challenged in so far as really 
rare mappings occur only for σπλαίσζεκα and those mappings are realized with a 
larger NDE for this word. The metaphorical collocates of αίσζεκα are not only much 
less but also highly conventionalized and occur in poor metaphorical contexts that can 
hardly perform a deliberate or self-involved communicative function within emotive 
talk. On the contrary, creative metaphorical collocates of σπλαίσζεκα indicate its 
intentional and deliberate use, and the writer‟s involvement in the possible appearance 
of an empathic response and/or embodied simulation on behalf of the recipient 
(Semino 2010).  
Overall, metaphorical collocations of σπλαίσζεκα are not only many more but 
also much more heterogeneous and deliberate than those of αίσζεκα, an observation 
that can be indicative both of the fact that, even if they occurred for αίσζεκα, those 
metaphorical expressions would still have different connotations, and that regarding 
the big number of metaphorical expressions co-occurring with it, σπλαίσζεκα seems 
to present a special relation with –or role in– emotive talk.  
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